environmental effects of global warming.* This young journal has already experienced the thrust and slash of nonscientifically based arguments that fortunately have been parried by sound scientific data. Pressure to publish without qualified review can come from unexpected quarters-in your own organization from above and below and occasionally from the blind side outside your organization. A series of current imbroglios (1) training and direction for expert scientific witnesses, as well as to letters regarding litigation. Recent issues (in 1996) of Nature and Science have been largely devoted to the topics of scientific integrity and bioethics, both of which are buttressed by the peer-review process.
The editors of EHP will continue to publish articles on controversial subjects, like those found in the present issue, where a debate on potential environmental risks from the release of radioactive contamination in the Three Mile Island nuclear accident continues. An article by Wing et al. (6) reevaluates original data and is followed by a rebuttal letter to the editor from Hatch et al., who authored articles that first reported this data in 1990 and 1991 (7, 8) .
Fortunately the editors of EHP are not required to be referees in the multiple disciplines of risk assessment, radiation health, epidemiology, and cancer employed in the Wing and Hatch papers, nor in a multitude of other subjects in the journal that are in the broad arena of environmental health. The expert reviewers carry this burden. The scientifically informed readers can then evaluate the data and draw their own conclusions, comfortable in the fact that all articles are peer-reviewed and therefore represent the best scientific information extant.
Therein lies the beauty of the whole process of the scientific method; investigations are conducted, reports are forwarded for scrutiny by scientific experts around the world, and the peer-review process flows toward a truth that sooner or later emerges by open scrutiny. It is immutable that the current of scientific information passes over rocks and boulders, under logs, gets into backwashes, or even is dammed, but like water is subject to gravity, the truth will out. There is no room in this river for those who attempt to thwart scientific progress by innuendo, rumor, secondhand information, and finally threats or even outright litigation, all couched in the desire to win a judgment outside of the scientific method.
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